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Dr. R. Breen, (Vice-Chairman); Dr. J.W. O'Brien, (Chairman); Dr. J.S. 
Daniel; Dean M. Cohen; Dean M.N.S. Swamy; Prof. G. J. Trudel; Prof. 
M.S. Dubas; Prof. J.C. Giguere; Mr. S.P. Méthot; Dean S.G. French; Mr. 
G. Murray; Ms. C. LaCoursiére; Mr. W. Schiff; Mr. P. Arnkvarn; Prof. R. 
Tobias; Mr. K.D. Adams; Dean D. Taddeo; Prof. J. Locke; Dean. A. 
Emery; Prof. H. Fink; Prof. S. McEvenue; Prof. W. Byers; Prof. M.A. 
Malik; Prof. M. Shames; Prof. G. Dewey; Prof. C. Levy; Prof. J. 
Smucker; Mr. G. Curnew; Mr. G. Reis; Prof. L.W. Jankowski; Mr. G. 
Kruitwagen; Prof. G.R. Curnew; Prof. H.B. Ripstein; Dr. M. Singer 


ABSENT WITH REGRETS: Prof. J.H. Whitelaw; Dr. P.E. Filion; Prof. R.O. 
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Wills; Prof. S. Friedland; Prof. G.D. Xistris; Prof. 
T. Fancott; Prof. G. Adams; Prof. B Mangat 


Call to Order: 


The meeting was called to order at 2:10 p.m. 


Approval of Minutes 


Dr. Breen advised that the minutes of the meeting of October 30, 1981, 
were not completed in time to be circulated prior to this meeting and they 
would be put over to the next Senate meeting for approval. 


Concerning the minutes of the Senate meeting of October 16, 1981, it was 
pointed out that the first sentence in the third paragraph on page 5, as 
presently worded, did not accurately reflect the point that was being made. 
It was suggested and agreed that the sentence be changed to read "It was 
stated that a problem might arise from students in Fine Arts registered in a 
double minor, one of the minors being the Archaeology programme in Fine 
Arts, Could these students take as a third minor, the Minor in Classical 
Archaeology?" 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. DANIEL, SECONDED BY PROF. FINK, 
THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF OCTOBER 16, 
1981, AS CHANGED, BE APPROVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Chairman's Remarks 


Dr. Breen advised that Dr. O'Brien would be a bit late in arriving at the 
meeting. Also, Dr. O'Brien would be tabling a number of documents under 
Chairman's Remarks, (Agenda Item III), and he has asked that that Item 
and Question Period, (Agenda Item IV), be set aside until he arrives. 


81-11-5 


81-11-6 


81-11-11 


Appointments 


Concerning the appointments to the Senate Appeals Committee on Cheating 
and Plagiarism, (document US-81-11-Dl), it was pointed out that the name 
of the student representative under Regular Members was incorrectly spelled 
and should be changed to Mr. S. Méthot. It was also requested and agreed 
that Mr. G. Murray be replaced by Mr. G. Kruitwagen as an Alternate 
Member on the Senate Appeals Committee. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. MURRAY, SECONDED BY MR. 
KRUITWAGEN, THAT THE APDOINTMENTS TO THE SENATE 
LIBRARY COMMITTEE AND THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON 
PRIORITIES AND RESOURCE ALLOCATION, (DOCUMENT 
US-81-11-Dl), BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 

IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SWAMY, SECONDED BY MR. 
ARNKVARN, THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO THE SENATE 
APPEALS COMMITTEE ON CHEATING AND PLAGIARISM, 
(DOCUMENT US-81-11-Dl, AS CORRECTED AND CHANGED), BE 
APPROVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Graduate Curriculum Changes 


Dean French presented the proposed major modifications to Graduate 
programmes contained in document US-81-11-D2. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY DEAN 
SWAMY, THAT THE PROPOSED MAJOR MODIFICATIONS TO 
GRADUATE PROGRAMMES, AS DESCRIBED IN DOCUMENT 
US-81-11-D2, BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE COMMENTS OF 
U.C.C.C., (DOCUMENT US-81-11-D3). 


Prof. J.C. Giguere explained the Report from U.C.C.C., (document 
US-81-11-D3). 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 
OPEN SESSION 


Evaluation of Undergraduate Programmes 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that Senate should proceed immediately to consider 
the next item on the Agenda -"Evaluation of Undergraduate programmes", 
since the members of the Committee on Priorities and Resource Allocation 
have come to the Senate meeting for this purpose. We could then return to 
Agenda Items III and IV, for consideration of a number of documents 


which Dr. O'Brien wished to put before Senate, for information, under 
Chairman's Remarks. 


He reminded Senators that a proposal from the Priorities and Resource 
Allocation Committee to create a system for the evaluation of undergraduate 
programmes, (document US-81-5-D16), was tabled and discussed at the 
October 30, 1981, Senate meeting. At that time, the proposal was set aside 
in order to obtain information on the processes for the evaluation of 
undergraduate programmes that are presently taking place in the various 
Faculties. The responses, which were received from the various Faculties, 
were contained in document US-81-11-D4. The Priorities and Resource 
Allocation Committee has taken note of the current situation and has 
presented a further report to Senate, (document US-81-11-DIO), which has 
just been distributed. Dr. O'Brien suggested that before beginning the 
discussion on this item, Senators should take a few minutes and read the 
latest report from the Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee, 
(document US-81-11-DIO). 


With respect to the "Supplementary Recommendations on Undergraduate 
Programme Review", (document US-81-11-D1O), Prof. J. Moore advised 
that the Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee has considered the 
statements submitted by the Faculties of Arts and Science, Engineering and 
Computer Science, and Fine Arts, and has come to the conclusion that 
competent evaluation procedures for the review of academic programmes 
were already ongoing in those Faculties. In this respect, it seemed almost 
redundant to duplicate that process with a "unit review committee", as 
initially proposed by SCPRA in document US-81-5-D16. The only lacunae 
were those referred to in Recommendation 2., document US-81-11-DlO, 
concerning the Computer Science programme in the Faculty of Engineering 
and Computer Science and the various departments in the Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration. That is, we already have underway, reviews 
of a sort at the department or immediate programme level, which we can 
build on, and therefore there was no need to duplicate that process by 
implementing phase 1., of the Report from SCPRA. It would, however, be 
necessary to have a coordinating committee to receive and make sense out of 
the reports from the "Unit Review Committees" and in this report, 
(document US-81-11-DIO), the Priorities and Resource Allocation 
Committee was proposing that Senate establish an Academic Evaluation 
Review Board with an elected membership as outlined on page 4, document 
US-81-5-D16. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the original report from the Priorities and 
Resource Allocation Committee, (document US-81-5-D16), has been 
changed somewhat, in the light of future developments and the 
recommendations, which have now been summarized in document 
US-81-11-D16, were being presented by SCPRA for consideration by 
Senate at today's meeting. 


With respect to Computer Science, Senate was informed that the 
Engineering and Computer Science Faculty Council would be invited to 
consider the possibility of instituting an evaluation procedure, similar to the 
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one carried out for the Bachelor of Engineering programmes, which would 
include, as part of the evaluation team, at least one expert in the discipline 
from outside the University. Senate was alerted to the fact that inviting 
someone from outside the University generally involved a small 
expenditure.. Senate was also advised that the Engineering programme 
evaluation reports were confidential to the Canadian Accreditation Board 
and permission would probably have to be obtained from the Board before 
those reports could be released to the Academic Evaluation Review Board, 
as proposed in Recommendation 3., document US-81-11-D10. 


During the lengthy general discussion which ensued, the following issues, 
concerns, questions, comments, etc., were raised and responded to: the 
need for establishing yet another University-wide committee to undertake 
something that might just as easily be handled at the Faculty level; the 
analogy between the Board of Graduate Studies and the proposed Academic 
Evaluation Review Board; the pros and cons of the AERB vs. the SCPRA 
as the body to be mandated to fulfill the role described in Recommendation 
3, document US-81-11-D1O; and the question of the linkage of the proposed 
academic evaluation process to the establishment of financial priorities. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that while he did not want to end the discussion at this 
point, he would nonetheless like to begin to move towards a format by 
which Senate would be able to decide ultimately what it might wish to do. 
He explained that what was before Senate was the original Report, 
(document US-81-5-D16), but with a different set of recommendations by 
virtue of the report that was distributed at today's meeting, (document 
US-81-11-DlO). He suggested that if Senate was inclined to implement 
what was now before it from the Priorities and Resource Allocation 
Committee, (document US-81-11-DIO), it would be necessary to pass a 
resolution to approve Recommendations 1. and 2. With respect to 
Recommendation 3., the appropriate resolution would be that this be 
implemented, specifying which of the two variations Senate wished to 
implement, i.e., the Academic Evaluation Review Board or the Senate 
Committee on Priorities and Resource Allocation. 


It was suggested that in order to expedite matters, Senate should make a 
distinction between the first two Recommendations, where there seemed to 
be a certain consensus, and the third Recommendation. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. BREEN, SECONDED BY PROF. GIGUERE, 
THAT RECOMMENDATIONS 1 AND 2 FROM THE SENATE 
COMMITTEE ON PRIORITIES AND RESOURCE ALLOCATION 
CONCERNING UNDERGRADUATE PROGRAMME REVIEW, 
(DOCUMENT US-81-11-DIO), BE APPROVED. 


Concern was voiced over the phrase in Recommendation 1., (document 
US-81-11-D10O),that "... these should be evaluated by Senate ... it, it being 
stated that one did not know whether the Faculty review procedures should 
be evaluated, or the reports evaluated, or indeed what in fact should happen. 
That is, one agreed that the procedures should be reported to Senate in some 
form or other, but one would not want to say in advance, what form of 


discussion would be appropriate at Senate. Consequently, there should be 
clarification or a change in the wording of that phrase. 


It was suggested that the question of evaluation by Senate was really more 
intimately related to what was contained in Recommendation 3. rather than 
Recommendation 1., and if the phrase was going to cause problems with 
respect to its meaning, it could be eliminated from Recommendation 1. and 
dealt with under Recommendation 3. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN EMERY, SECONDED BY 
PROF. FINK, THAT THE PHRASE "AND THAT THESE BE 
EVALUATED BY SENATE IN DUE COURSE", BE DELETED FROM 
RECOMMENDATION 1., DOCUMENT US-81-11-D1O. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS CARRIED. 


THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. BREEN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MCEVENUE, THAT THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON PRIORITIES 
AND RESOURCE ALLOCATION BE MANDATED TO FULFILL THE 
ROLE DESCRIBED IN RECOMMENDATION 3., DOCUMENT 
US-81-11-D10. 


It was stated that given some of the questions that have been raised, it was 
premature to consider the proposed motion at the present time and it was 
argued that Recommendation 3. should be rewritten to include more 
specifics, particularly with respect to procedures that would be followed, 
the division of powers, etc., etc. That is, Recommendation 3., as it stands, 
was very vague and one did not feel at all competent to vote on it as 
presently worded. 


It was argued that if the motion on the floor was approved, it would mean in 
effect that we would no longer have the element of peer review that was 
inherent in the Academic Evaluation Review Board, as proposed in 
Recommendation 3. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the number of faculty and student memberships 
on the proposed Academic Evaluation Review Board and on the Priorities 
and Resource Allocation Committee, were just about the same and the way 
in which those members were appointed was identical. The only difference 
between the two committees was that the Priorities and Resource Allocation 
Committee also has, as ex-officio members, the two Vice-Rectors, 
Academic, and the Rector. 


It was argued that in looking at the characteristics of the two Committees, in 
purely quantitative terms, there was in fact, a difference between the two, in 
that by using the Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee we would 
simply be embedding the same members in a larger committee. More 
importantly, however, if we approve the motion on the floor, we will end 


up with a committee whose achievement is different than the one that was 
suggested in Recommendation 3. As a result, we will end up with a 
committee whose responsiveness will be to budgetary considerations rather 
than with a committee that will concern itself primarily with questions of 
academic quality, etc. That is, we will have lost the character of the 
committee in its entirety, both in its perspective and in the way it is 
constituted, in quantitative terms. 


The feeling was expressed that some Senators seemed to be losing sight of 
what the Review Board was going to do. It was argued that the actual 
programme review was going to be carried out by a peer group that would 
be made up exclusively of faculty members, possibly faculty members from 
outside the University, and students. These groups would be set up by 
Faculty Councils, except in such cases where the review was carried out by 
an outside body, as was the case with Engineering programmes, but even in 
that case the programmes were reviewed by peers. That is, there will be no 
administrators whatsoever involved in the actual review. The proposal, 
regardless of which body is ultimately mandated to do the job, was simply 
to ask that particular committee to receive, coordinate, tabulate and make 
more uniform, the information which it receives from the various Faculty 
review committees and it was not going to have the power to do anything 
with that information other than to receive it. Ultimately, the only thing that 
this particular committee was going to do was to present periodically to 
Senate, the information that it receives, in a condensed and understandable 
form. It was reiterated that the principle of peer evaluation was not being 
lost and in fact, peer evaluation was still very much at the heart of the whole 
evaluation process. That is, the particular group that we are talking about 
was not going to be carrying out programme evaluation, and if it was going 
to be involved in such evaluation, one would certainly not be in favour of 
mandating the Senate Committee on Priorities and Resource Allocation-to 
fulfill the role described in Recommendation 3., document US-81-11-D10. 


It was stated that one had serious reservations about voting on 
Recommendation 3. at today's meeting, because the same questions were 
being asked over and over again and we were not able to answer them. 
There was no written mandate as to exactly what the committee that we have 
been talking about was supposed to do, that is, there was no statement of 
purpose, which, it was felt, was probably the one thing that Senate could 
decide upon at today's meeting. It was further stated that one was not even 
sure what the mandate of the Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee 
was and it was argued that one would have great difficulty in referring this 
task to a committee whose mandate was not known. Furthermore, one was 
not convinced that Senate could actually come to an intelligent, thoughtful 
and reasoned conclusion today without having that information, which, it 
was argued, was extremely relevant to the discussion. One did not really 
wish to have the matter tabled indefinitely, but at the same time, it was an 
issue that deserved more consideration and it was suggested that it should 
be tabled and discussed at the next meeting, with more information being 
provided. 
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IT WAS MOVED BY MR. MURRAY, SECONDED BY MR. 
ARNKVARN, THAT THE ITEM BE TABLED TO THE NEXT SENATE 
MEETING, WITH FURTHER BACKGROUND AND INFORMATION 
TO THE PROPOSAL BEING MADE AVAILABLE, CONCERNING THE 
MANDATE OF THE PROPOSED REVIEW BOARD AND THE 
MANDATE AND STRUCTURE OF THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON 
PRIORITIES AND RESOURCE ALLOCATION. 


In addition to the motion to table, it was suggested that the following 
statement of purpose, which might be included in the preamble, should also 
be discussed at the next meeting: 


"The undergraduate programme reviews shall be undertaken solely for the 
purpose of enhancing the quality and accessibility of Concordia's 
undergraduate programmes. This is understood to mean that the committee 
will pursue means to improve academic programmes, with the intention of 
increasing a programme's ability to meet the needs of students and the 
community." 


THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


With respect to the mandate of the Priorities and Resource Allocation 
Committee, Dr. O'Brien advised that this was included in the basic 
Concordia documents on the authority of Senate and its related committees, 
which has been sent to all Senators at one time or another. Senators who do 
not happen to have a copy of the mandate and composition of the SCPRA 
already on file could obtain a copy from the Secretary of Senate. He further 
advised that both the Steering Committee and SCPRA would give thought 
to what has taken place in -this discussion and would present Senators with 
appropriate documents for the next Senate meeting. 


Chairman's Remarks 


Dr. O'Brien advised that there were three documents from yesterday's 
meeting of the Board of Governors, which he wished to table at Senate for 
information. 


He explained that document US-81-11-D12 was a description of the 
Advisory Committee to the Rector on Public Affairs, which was a group 
which has been appointed over the past few months to provide input and 
advice to the University, from people outside the University. The actual 
members of the Advisory Committee were listed in document 
US-81-11-D13. Also described in document US-81-11-D12, was a study 
on mission and strategy for the 1980's, which has been put into operation. 


Concerning the University Committee on Priorities and Planning, Dr. 
O'Brien advised that the document, (US-81-11-D11), was approved by the 
Board of Governors at yesterday's meeting, but the actual membership of 
the Committee has yet to be established. He explained that this falls into the 
long term budgetary context of the University. He emphasized that this was 
not a question of this year's budget, nor even for that matter, next year's 
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budget. Rather, it was a question of the budget for 1983/84, because if the 
changed financial circumstances facing all Quebec universities are to have a 
major impact on Concordia, the moment of truth was less likely to be in 
1982/83 than in 1983/84. That is, we will certainly get through this year, 
and even if things go badly, we will somehow manage to stagger through 
next year, but whatever our basic configuration for survival is to be, it will 
be having to take shape by the year after. Consequently, by next September, 
we will need some input upon which the financial decisions to be 
implemented for 1983/84, can be taken. He stated that he was unable to say 
that the input from the Committee, which would be available in September, 
would be the only basis on which budget decisions would ultimately be 
made, because as much feed-in as may be possible was always to be desired 
in making major decisions. Nor could he even guarantee that this would be 
the main basis on which decisions would be taken, because we were 
launching into an area on which we have no previous experience. However, 
he felt that if this operation was successful, the input from the Committee 
should be a significant and perhaps even the main-basis to serve for the 
enlightening of decisions that will be taken. 


With respect to the financial situation in the short term, Dr. O'Brien advised 
that the University was continuing to insist that the Department of Education 
must make some change in our grants because of Concordia's basic level of 
underfunding. While we have received no commitments as yet from the 
Department of Education, there were an increasing number of signs that the 
case was being taken seriously and was being examined in Quebec. He and 
encouraging, was the fact that during the past month Concordia and UQAM 
have been increasingly linked together in public statements, as the two 
Universities that were in financial difficulties. 


Dr. O'Brien and Dr. Despland reported briefly on the four workshops that 
were organized over the past month by the Minister of Education. 


Question Period 


In response to a question concerning the announcing of a possible student 
tuition fee increase for next year, Dr. O'Brien advised that the Department 
of Education has now released the tuition fee figures for foreign students 
and while he did not have the exact figures in his head, it was somewhere 
around three hundred dollars more than last year. This was in line with the 
Department's intent to keep that figure at 60% of the average costs. With 
respect to the general level of tuition fees, he advised that this issue was 
raised at one of the workshops organized by the Minister of Education. 
Increases in tuition fees were generally opposed and it was one of the 
dossiers that the students, as well as others, spoke very effectively on. He 
stated that he did not know that there was a great deal that could be done, 
other than to continue to lobby with the Department of Education to make its 
position known early. That is, the issue was basically with the Department 
and with the Minister of Education and it was there that any pressures 
would have to be addressed. 
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Responding to a question concerning possible cutbacks for next year, Dr. 
O'Brien advised that he could not, at this point in time, inform Senate 
specifically about cutbacks for Concordia University, because insofar as 
this University was concerned, there were two opposite things at work. He 
explained that the Government has announced the general cutbacks on the 
Quebec university system for next year, which were of the order of 31% 
generally, with the possibility that a university that doesn't grow would be 
cut-back by something more, which gives us a figure of the order of 5% to 
6% in real terms, for cutbacks for a University like Concordia. However, in 
the opposite direction was the question of whether the Government would 
make some special adjustment in our grant, in view of our level of 
underfinancing. Since it was the combination of those two things that would 
ultimately decide what our financial position is, and since we cannot, at this 
point, quantify the second one, the University does not know the extent of 
possible cutbacks for next year. He also advised that the University did not 
have, at this time, a specific list of cutbacks waiting to be announced and 
decisions on that remain to be taken. 


Responding to a question concerning the University budget, Dr. O'Brien 
advised that the hope was that we would have, from the Priorities and 
Resource Allocation Committee route, the report on past budgets, 1.e., the 
"pie charts” version that we have had in other years, which was the 
document which was put together for the clarification of Senate on the 
budgetary structure of the University and where the money goes. However, 
there has been a delay in tabling the report, because of the technical time, 
shortage of staff, etc., which were needed to produce the document. 
Essentially what he was referring to was the historic budget, 1.e., the actual 
level of expenditures of last year, broken down in various ways. Insofar as 
the analogous document for this year was concerned, he advised that that 
would be put together and tabled at Senate, but he was not sure how long it 
would take to produce it in that format. It was suggested that perhaps a few 
copies of the detailed official University budget, which has to be signed and 
presented to the Board of Governors or whichever body has to approve it, 
could be available in an appropriate office, for members of Senate who are 
familiar with and understand budgetary systems and who might wish to 
have access to it. Dr. O'Brien advised that he would look into that 
suggestion. 


Other issues raised and responded to, included questions on the plans, if 
any, for the continuation of the public campaign vis-a-vis the University's 
financial situation for the coming year; and the relationship between the 
Senate and University Committee on Priorities and Planning, (document 
US-81-11-D11), which was a Committee of the Board of Governors. 


Adjournment 


It was noted that the number of Senators in attendance seemed to have 
dwindled considerably within the past half hour and it was wondered 
whether it was Senate's practice to continue to discuss matters without a 
quorum being present. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that, as with any body, if the quorum was called for, 
it would be checked and the meeting would adjourn if there was not a 
quorum. 


Senate was urged to continue the meeting in order to deal with the next two 
items, particularly Item X -Student Eligibility Regulations - which, it was 
argued, was extremely important because it affected a number of students 
who were waiting to be appointed to the Board of Governors and other 
University bodies. 


It was argued that the two items in question were serious matters and in 
fact, they were serious enough to warrant their consideration by a full 
meeting of Senate. 


The quorum was called and it was determined that there was not a quorum. 


The meeting adjourned at 4:40 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


